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Revitalizing the Green mindset: Environmental
Sustainability approach towards Community
Resilience

Introduction

Global communities are increasingly becoming more vulnerable to natural disasters. Be-
sides the massive loss of invaluable human lives, the economic loss caused by natural disas-
ters is mounting day by day (Brikmann, 2016). The nearest experience was the COVID-19
pandemic which paralyzed the entire world both economically and socially. In the period
2000 -2019, 7,348 major recorded disaster events were claiming 1.23 million lives, affecting
4.2 billion people (many on more than one occasion) and resulting in approximately US$
2.97 trillion in global economic losses (UNDRR, 2020).

In face of the challenges posed by natural disasters, the concept of “resilience” started
gaining much attention from individuals, organizations, and global communities at large.
The term resilience simply means the ability to “bounce back”. It is rooted in the Latin term
“resiliere” which gives the similar meaning of “jumping back” (Paton & Johnston, 2006).
Despite the appearance of the term being noted in general use for decades, ecology was the
first scientific discipline to adopt the term in building its theoretical construction. Holling
(1973) pioneered the use of the resilience concept in the field of ecology. Resilience is a
multidimensional, socio technical phenomenon about how individuals or groups manage
uncertainty.

The term community resilience, a branch of the resilience knowledge domain, is regard-
ed as a way of protecting and empowering communities while enabling them to reduce the
negative impacts of both environmental and socio-political challenges in their lives, liveli-
hoods and dignity (Amul & Shrestha, 2015). Thus, building community resilience should
primarily arise at individual, household and community levels (Silva, 2016). Community
resilience relies on services and employment provided by the organizations to plan for,
respond to, and recover from emergencies and crises (Lee, Vargo & Seville, 2013). Hence,
the disaster preparedness, disaster response, and disaster recovery of organizations predict
community resilience. Simply, more the organizations are resilient the more resilient the
community will be.

The ecological component, the biosphere of sustainability, is perhaps the widely discussed
dimension of sustainability. The eye-opening report of “Our Common Future” (Brundtland,
1987) paved many governments, institutional bodies, and individuals to have a second look
at their activities through the ecological lens. However, when it comes to defining and mea-
suring, this component of sustainability was found to be the most challenging among the
three of them (Husgafvel et al., 2017). As the environmental challenges mushroomed since
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conventions, and policy frameworks (e.g., Vienna Convention of 1985, Espoo Convention
1991, Kyoto Protocol of 1992, Paris Agreement of 2015, Hyogo Framework for 2005_2015,
Sendai Framework for 2015-2030 etc.) have been staged from time to time in ensuring eco-
logical sustainability. From a theoretical perspective, a gigantic number of scholarly works
have generated an ample number of definitions and measures to assess environmental sus-
tainability. The common aim of almost all these models is to provide relevant information for
decision-makers. There, the environmental impact of each decision is expected to be assessed
within the frame of organizational performance. Next, they are evaluated against their im-
pact on the surrounding environment, society and economics. In such a way environmental
sustainability plays a central role in the overall decision-making cycle of the large communi-
ty; thus, can look upon a tenable approach towards community resilience (Okvat & Zautra,
2011; Rivera-Muiloz, 2021; Shenk et al.,, 2019). In congruence with discernible interrelated-
ness between lead constructs, the authors of the present work are motivated in offering their
insights on an enduring path towards community resilience: environmental sustainability.

Community resilience is defined as a type of social-ecological resilience that contains el-
ements of engineering resilience and explicitly includes interactions among ecological and
human subsystems (O’Shea et al., 2020). Yet, the multidimensional nature of the construct

has left it to evolve with no common consensus about the meaning of the community lens of
resilience (Rivera-Mufioz, 2021). Alternatively, Mileti (1999) interpreted community resil-
ience as the community’s ability to withstand an extreme event without suffering devastating
losses, damage, diminished productivity or quality of life without a large amount of assistance
from outside the community. Similarly, community resilience was viewed as the capability of
individuals or systems [such as families, groups, and communities] to cope successfully in the
face of significant adversity and risk (Lyons et al., 1998). Likewise, the majority of definitions
draw on experiences from past disasters and emphasize the importance of social relationships
in promoting desired outcomes for communities and draw on ideas of communicative plan-
ning towards sustaining the ecosystem while enhancing social capital (O’Shea et al., 2020).

Measuring community resilience is recognized as an essential step towards reducing di-
saster risk and being better prepared to withstand and adapt to a broad array of natural and
human induced disasters (Burton, 2014). Community Resilience Assessment (CRA) tools in
general transform resilience into a more tangible and measurable concept and help under-
stand what constitutes community resilience by, among other things, investigating different
environmental, social, economic, physical, and institutional elements of a community that
are related to resilience (Rivera-Mufioz, 2021). They encourage thinking about future uncer-
tainties and provide a lens through which complexities of communities as socio-ecological
systems can be better understood (Fiksel et al., 2014; Hoft, 1998; Pearsall, 2012). Table 1 pres-
ents a list of selected CRA tools widely recognized in community resilience.
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Table 1. Basic Information of Selected CRA Tools
Source: Sharifi, A. (2016). A critical review of selected tools for assessing community resilience. Ecolog-
ical Indicators, 69, 629-647. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.05.023
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nnumerable scholars and bodies have defined environmental sustainability differently.
All these definitions are centered on the hot environmental issues that we are confronting
today. (Pettenati, 2015) stated that environmental sustainability is concerned with whether
environmental resources would be protected and maintained for future generations. This,
to a greater extent, is identical to Brundtland’s definition of sustainability except the pres-
ent one specifies resources as environmental resources. He noted five key issues associated
with environmental sustainability that can be treated as indicators of it. These included a
shift to renewable resources, protecting the health of ecosystems, avoiding excess pollution,
target welfare not GDP and intergenerational decisions. These indicators somehow shel-
ter the general macro-level ecological challengers while some of the common themes such
as water & waste management, soil erosion, global warming etc. They are not openly ad-
dressed. Environmental Sustainability was seen as a state in which the demands placed on
the environment can be met without reducing its capacity to allow all people to live well,
now and in the future (Plaschkes, 2013). This definition is also closely associated with the
resource consumption of present and future generations. Thus, dictating the theme of the
former definitions. A similar idea is held by the Australian department of environment and
climate change and water (2007). Accordingly, environmental sustainability is living within
the limits of what the environment can provide (Department of Environment and Climate
Change NSW, 2008). Again, this definition too emphasizes controlling/ managing the de-
mand for natural resources. The Commissioner of Environmental Sustainability Victoria
(2018) stated that environmental sustainability is the ability to maintain the qualities that
are valued in the physical environment. Having mentioned the “qualities”, this definition of
environmental sustainability qualifies to represent strong sustainability theories that address
the quality of life.

Conserving the environment while catering to the economic and social demands was
viewed as environmental sustainability (Christen, et al., 2013). Attempting to develop ag-
ricultural technologies to enhance environment-friendly farming, they identified nature
conservation, food production, energy production and investments as indicators of envi-
ronmental sustainability. In contrast, to many other definitions, Christen et al’s (2013) inter-
pretation of environmental sustainability emphasis the need to cater to economic and social
demands within a tolerable level of natural resource consumption. From the practitioner’s
perspective, their understanding appears to be more realistic than the others who viewed
environmental sustainability merely from the ecological angle which is well-known to be
merged with other two dimensions of sustainability; economy and society.



he essence of all these definitions stress minimizing the impact of humans on the nat-
ural environment. However, the measurements of environmental impacts are not straightfor-
ward, as the reduction of an emission that contributes to one environmental problem causes
higher emissions contributing to another environmental problem. This may apply to local
and global environmental impacts as well, such that improvements in environmental perfor-
mance locally might lead to increased environmental burden in the broader global context
(Husgafvel et al., 2017). This is because the environmental issues reflect a nexus between
almost all the natural resources. Thus, manipulation of one ultimately leads to an imbalance
in the others which could only possibly manage with a comprehensive global environmental
agenda.

E lkington (1997) in his famous work “Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of
21st Century Business” stated three waves of public pressure that shaped the environmental
agenda.

1. Understanding the environmental impact and constraints associated with the natural re-
sources supply.

2. Realization of the need for new kinds of production technologies and new kinds of products
3. Recognition that sustainable development will require profound changes in the governance
of corporations & in the whole process of globalization, putting a renewed focus on govern-
ment and civil society.

Hence, it is obvious that any convention, agreement and framework that embarks on com-
munity resilience should primarily set up global agendas for ensuring environmental sus-

Pfefferbaum et al. (2005) interpreted community resilience as the ability of community members
to take meaningful, deliberate, collective action to remedy the impact of a problem, including the
ability to interpret the environment, intervene, and move on. In congruence with that, authors here
argue that the upliftment of environmental sustainability would be a more concrete and realistic
approach for strengthening community resilience. Magis (2010) introduced community resources
as the key determinant of community resilience and community wellbeing. Natural capital is rec-
ognized as the principal component of community resources due to the inseparable link between
human existence and natural ecosystems (Mccrea et al., 2015). Natural capital and environmental
sustainability are closely associated with each other since the environmental sustainability research
domain embarks on;
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« Preservation of the natural environment,

« Conservation of the natural environment,

o Avoidance or minimization of environmental pollution,
o Practising Green management, and

« Fostering a culture characterized by a green mindset

as the means of achieving ecological sustainability (Husgafvel et al., 2017; Morelli, 2011;
Christen et al., 2013; Harris & Goodwin, 2001; Sachs, 1999). Correspondingly, the character-
istics of a resilient community included management of natural assets along with supportive
arms of the community’s social capital, physical infrastructure, and culturally embedded
patterns of interdependence that give it the potential to recover from dramatic change, sus-
tain its adaptability, and support new growth that integrates the lessons learned during a
natural disaster (Kais & Islam, 2016). Thus, a reciprocal connection is suggested between
community resilience and environmental sustainability. The suggested theoretical insight is
further confirmed by the conceptualization of community resilience based on the ‘critical
triangle’ of three major community capitals—economic, social, and environmental capital
(Wilson, 2021). Community resilience of a certain community is largely vested in the extent
to which these capitals are developed and how these capitals interact. A community is said to
be strongly resilient when all three capitals are well developed in it, while it is weakly resilient
when only one or no capital is well-developed in it, and a community is moderately resilient
when two capitals are well developed (Chirisa et al., 2019; Kais & Islam, 2016; Mccrea et al.,
2015; Shenk et al., 2019; Whitman, 2018). Nevertheless, literature on strong sustainability
models emphasize that environmental sustainability is fundamental to the rest of the sustain-
ability spheres (economic & social) while interactions and interdependencies among.

three spheres of sustainability should not be overlooked (Saharum et al., 2017). Empha-
sizing the prevailing theoretical support and the rising threat of natural disasters towards the
survival of global communities, the authors propose environmental sustainability as a lead-
ing pathway towards revitalizing community resilience (Figure 1).

Environmental Community
Sustainability Resilience

Figure 1 Proposed Conceptualization Between Environmental Sustainability and
Community Resilience
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Implications

Natural disasters risk a community’s survival in multitudinous ways. Living within the
limits of what the environment can provide would be the only amicable way to revitalize the
community resilience in face of provoking natural threats such as extreme and abnormal
weather conditions, the rise of sea level, global warming, and shifts in seasonality so on. Not
only community resilience found sensitive to the direct impacts of these natural disasters, but
it is also distressed by social, cultural, economic, and political variations caused by natural
disasters. Environmental sustainability is the theoretical arena that emphasizes developing
natural.

capital through preservation and conservation of natural resources in an eco-friendly way.
Assessing the conceptual properties and practical implications of environmental sustainabil-
ity, the authors of the present work offer their insight to approach the community resilience
through environmental sustainability. Here the green mindset of the community is revital-
ized to entrust their right to live. The present work contributes to community resilience by
drawing a clear linkage between environmental sustainability, natural capital, community
resources and community resilience.
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